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May 8, 2002

Via ElectronicFiling

Mr. William Caton,ActingSecretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
445 Twelfth Street,S.W.,RoomTW-B204
Washington,DC 20554

Re: Notice ofEx PartePresentation:AT&T Corp.v. SprintSpectrum,d/b/a Sprint
PCS,WT DocketNo. 01-316.

DearMr. Caton:

This letterrespondsto aninformalrequestfor informationreceivedbyAT&T from the
Staff regardingAT&T’ s ability to blockthe traffic that isthe subjectofAT&T’s disputewith
SprintPCSin thisproceeding.

Therearetwo categoriesof traffic exchangedby AT&T andSprintPCS: (1) 8YY calls
placedby SprintPCSusersandterminatedby AT&T to its 8YY customers(“8YY calls”); and(2)
long distancecalls placedby AT&T to SprintPCScustomers(“terminatingcalls”). Wewill
addresseachin turn:

8YY Calls

Theanswerwith respectto 8YY calls is relatively straight-forward.As setforth morefrilly
in the attachedaffidavit of MichaelT. BauerthatAT&T submittedin anotherproceeding,“AT&T
hasno ability whatsoeverto block 1-8YY callingas a classbasedon theoriginatingphonenumber
(let alonethe identityof thecarrierservingthatoriginatingphonenumber).”Affidavit of T.
Michael Bauer,¶ 37, US. Telepac~ficCorp. v. AT&T Corp.,File No. EB-00-IvJID-010(filed
September15, 2000). Mr. Bauerestimatedthatit would take.AT&T’s vendorsatleasttwo yearsto
developthemodificationsnecessaryto blocksuchcalls,andwouldcostAT&T between25 and35
million dollarsto do so. Id, ¶ 44. By contrast,assetforth morefully in theattachedaffidavit of
SekarGanesanin that sameproceeding,it is relativelysimplefor the operatorof the switchthat
performsthe 8YY databasequerriesto programtheswitchnotto routecallsto AT&T.

TerminatingCalls

With respectto terminatingcalls the answeris not as simple. Today,SprintPCSacquires
its numberassignmentsin 10,000numberblocks. Furthermore,as of today,wirelessnumbersare
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notportable— thatis, aparticularnumberassignedtodayto SprintPCSwill not beassignedto
anOthercarrierif the customerchangescarriers.Basedon thoseassumptions,AT&T couldtoday
block terminatingcallsto SprintPCSby modifyingits routingtablesto routeall callsplacedto
SprintPCS’sNPA-NXX assignmentsto amessageinforming callersthatAT&T doesnot
interconnectwith SprintPCS. AlthoughAT&T hadthetechnicalability to blockcallsto Sprint
PCSin thepast,AT&T relied on the industrypracticeof bill andkeepin choosingnot to block
suchtraffic.

By contrast,beginningthisNovemberAT&T will no longerhavethetechnicalability to
block callsto SprintPCS. EffectiveNovember24,2002 the Commission’s.ordersrequirethatall
localcarriers(includingwirelesscarriers)engagein “numberpooling” -- i.e., that 10,000number
blocksbe subdividedandassignedto carrierson a1,000blockbasis(e.g..,913-555-1XXXwould
belongto SprintPCSbut 913-555-2XXXwouldbe assignedto SouthWesternBell). In addition,as
of thatsamedatewirelesscarrierswill alsoberequiredfor thefirst time to implementnumber
portability. If eitherofthesechangesis implemented,AT&T wouldno longer havethetechnical
ability to blockcallsto SprintPCS.

1. NumberPooling. AT&T’s longdistanceswitchesandassociateddatabasesandrouting
tables,like thoseof otherIXCs,havebeendevelopedanddeployedto makephysicalrouting
determinationsbasedon six-digitrouting (i.e. NPA-NXXs). Routingdeterminationsbelowthat
level (e.g.,atthe7 or 10 digit level) aremadeby the LECsthat operatethe localor tandem
switchesatwhichAT&T handsoff its traffic for termination. AT&T todaylacksthe ability to
makeroutingdecisions,includingblocking calls,basedon the seventhdigit (i.e.,atthe 1,000
numberblock level). Modifying AT&T’s networkto enableroutingbasedon theseventhdigit,
therebyallowingAT&T to selectivelyblockcallsto SprintPCSafterimplementationof number
pooling,wouldrequirea significantoverhaulin AT&T’s switches,databases,andassociated
equipmentandfunctions,andwould involve cooperationofAT&T’s equipmentvendors.
Although AT&T hasnot hadachanceto studytheissuecarefully, s engineersbelievethat
suchamodificationwould takebetween18 monthsandtwo yearsto implement,andcostmillions
of dollars. Bycontrast,as admittedby SprintPCSin itsMay 6, 2002 exparte,theILEC tandem
operatorscouldblockthesecalls if requestedto do soby SprintPCS.

2. NumberPortability. Implementationof numberportabilityby wirelesscarriers,
currentlymandatedfor November24, 2002,will addadifferentlevel of complexityto thisissue.
Oncenumberportability is implementedin thewirelessenvironment,AT&T wouldno longerbe
ableto rely on initial numberassignmentsto block calls,becausenumberswouldceaseto uniquely
identify carriers.As addressedat lengthinMr. Bauer’saffidavit, AT&T wouldneedto make
substantialmodificationsto its networkto block terminatingtraffic on acarrier-specificbasisina
number-portabilityenvironment.BauerAff., ¶~J46-51. Basedon costestimatesthatarenowtwo-
yearsold (andhencearelikely to betoo low), Mr. Bauerestimatedthat it wouldcostAT&T
between$ 3 and$ 6 million to developanddeploythe necessarynetworkmodifications,andan
additional$ irnillion ayearto administerandimplementthemodifications. BauerAff., ¶ 51.
AssumingsufficientcooperationfromAT&T’s vendors,AT&T believesit would take
approximately18 monthsto implementthesechanges.Onceagain,however,“the ILEC tandem
provideris capabletoday,withoutdevelopmentwork” of blockingincomingAT&T traffic from
routingto SprintPCS’strunks. BauerAff., ¶ 50.

Evenif AT&T hadthetechnicalability to block SprintPCStraffic, however,that
capabilitywouldnot allow theCommissionto avoid regulatingthe level of SprintPCS’saccess
chargesin the eventthattheCommissionwereto concludethatSprintPCSis entitledto impose
accesschargeson IXCs. Asthe D.C. Circuitheld in Illinois Public Tel.Ass‘n v. FCC, 117F.3d
555, 564 (D.C.Cir. 1997),theability of anIXC to blockcallsis notan adequatesubstituteforthe
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establishmentofjustandreasonableratesby the Commission.In thatcase,theCommission
arguedthatits failure to establishajust andreasonabledefaultratefor 800 andaccesscodecalls
from payphoneswasnotreversibleerrorbecauseIXCs would still “be ableto ‘block’ callsfrom
over-pricedpayphonesand,therefore,will beableto negotiatelower ratesif the [default] ratesare
too high.” Id. TheCourtof Appealssquarelyrejectedthat argument.While recognizingthat“the
IXCs’ potentialto blockcallsgives themsomeleverageto negotiate,”the Courtheldthat, “the
merepossibilitythatthedefaultratemightbeadjustedby negotiation”wasnot anadequate
substitutefor the settingof ajustandreasonabledefaultrateby the Commission.Id. Amongother
things,theCourtnotedthatbecauseblockingwould be“immensely.. . expensive”and“its use
invariablywill resultin amutualloss ofbusiness”for all parties,“at aminimum, theIXCs are
entitledto adefaultratethat is reasonablyjustified,sotheyarenot forcedto resortto blocking.”
Id. Thus,if theCommissionwereto allow SprintPCSto chargeIXCs foraccessit wouldhaveno
choicebut to regulatethe levelof thosecharges.

Consistentwith theCommissionrules, I am filing oneelectroniccopyof thisnoticeand
requestthatyouplaceit in the recordof theproceedings.

Sincerely,

Attachments

cc: TamaraPreiss
JaredCarison



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington,D.C. 20554

In the Matter of . )
)

U.S. TelePaciticCorp., )
)

Complainant, )
) File No. EB-00-MD-010

v. • )
)

AT&T Corp. . )
)

Defendant. .. )

AFFIDAVIT OF T. MICHAEL BAUER

1. My nameis T. Michael Bauer. My businessaddressis 200 Laurel Avenue,

Room D2, 2B10, in Middletown, New Jersey.I am the Technical Manager for Prepaid Service

RealizationDistrict, AT&T ConsumerServices.Between1977and 1984, I workedasa member

of the technical staff at the OperatorServicesand Digital Switching Laboratoryof the Bell

TelephoneLabOratories. Since that time I have been employed by AT&T in developing,

managing, planning and evaluating systemsfor switching and processingcalls, especially

operator,credit card, and prepaidcalls. I hold a Mastersdegree in Telecommunications,a

Bachelorsdegreein ChemicalEngineering,and a Ph.D. in Psychology. I havebeenawarded

• threetelephony-relatedpatents,and have four more telephony-relatedpatentspending. I have

publishedarticlesin Telephonyandin theBell LaboratoriesRecord.I havepersonalknowledge

with respectto the ability of AT&T’s networkto block originatingandterminatingtraffic on a

CLEC-specificbasis;



I. Purposeand Summaryof Affidavit

2. This affidavit is submitted on behalf of AT&T in response to the

Commission’srequestfor affidavits addressingthe questionasto who should block the traffic

flow betweena CLEC and an IXC where the IXC hasnot orderedaccessservicesfrom the

CLEC orhascancelledan existingorder. Thepurposeofthis affidavit is to addresstheability of

AT&T’s networkto block originatingandterminatingtraffic on a CLEC-specificbasis. For the

reasonsdiscussedbelow, AT&T’s networktodaycannotblock traffic that is either originatedby

a CLEC and routedthroughatandemswitch to AT&T’s networkorthat is to be deliveredto a

CLEC for terminationthroughan ILEC’s tandemswitch. Further,the difficulties that would be

involved in AT&T’s acquiringthecapabilityofblocking suchtraffic aresignficant.

II. Background

3. U.S. TelePacific, like all CLECs with whom AT&T hasnot establisheda

voluntarybusinessrelationship,doesnot havea direct-trunkingrelationshipwith AT&T. For

thatreason,all traffic betweenAT&T andU.S. TelePacificis routedbetweenthetwo carriersvia

thetandemswitchoftheILEC with whom TelePacificinterconnects.

4. Long distancecalls originate over this systemasfollows. Whena customer

dials a long-distancenumber, TelePacific receivesthe call at its switch and routes it to the

tandemaccessswitch of the ILEC with whom it interconnectswith coding that identifies the

traffic as destinedfor the networkof therelevantinterexchangecarrier. The ILEC receivesthe

traffic at its tandemaccessswitch and thenroutesit from its tandemaccessswitch to the switch

of the relevantinterexchangecarrier. When the ILEC routesthe call from its tandemaccess

switch to theswitchof therelevantinterexchangecarrier, it transportsthecall over trunk groups
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that commingleTelePacific’straffic, the traffic of other CLECs and smaller ILECs, aswell as

the incumbentLEC’s own traffic.

5. In thecaseof TelePacificandotherCLECswho do not havedirect trunkingto

AT&T’s network,long distancecallsdestinedfor theCLEC’s networkareterminatedasfollows.

The interexchangecarrierroutesthe call throughits networkto its network switch serving the

terminatingdestination,and that switch then routesthe call to the tandemaccessswitch of the

pertinent [LEC. The ILEC’s tandemaccessswitch in turn routesthe call to the switch of the

CLEC servingthecalledparty. Theswitchofthat CLEC thenroutesthecall to thecalledparty.

6. Most CLECs routeawide variety of typesof interexchangetraffic to AT&T:

1+ traffic, 0+ traffic, dial aroundtraffic (10-10-288+)and 1-8YY traffic destinedto subscribers

of AT&T’s 1-8YY services.I am informed,however,that virtually all of the traffic routedby

TelePacificto AT&T consistsof 1-8YY traffic. I thereforegive specialemphasisto this category

oftraffic in my discussionofAT&T’s capabilityto block originatingtraffic.

Ill. AT&T’s NetworkCannot Block Traffic Routed to AT&T Through An ILEC Tandem

Switch On aCLEC-SpecificBasis.

7. To understandwhy AT&T is unableto block tandem-routedoriginatingtraffic

on a CLEC- or LEC-specific basis, the fOllowing three factors must be understood. First,

becausethis traffic is tandem-routed,this traffic is transportedto AT&T’ s networkandarrivesat

AT&T’s Point of Presenceover trunk groupsthat commingle the undifferentiatedtraffic of

multiple providersof local exchangeservice.As a consequence,AT&T cannotsimply block all

traffic from thattrunk groupas it could if thetraffic weredeliveredto AT&T on a direct-trunked

basis.’If AT&T wereto simplydisconnectthetrunk, it would simultaneouslyblock not only that

1 If, by contrast,oneweredealingwith direct-trunkedtraffic (i.e. traffic transportedto AT&T by
aCLEC on direct trunkgroupsthatcontainedonly the CLEC’s traffic) thesituationwouldbe
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CLEC’s traffic, but also the traffic of the ILEC and of other CLECs from whom AT&T had

orderedservice.The fact that this traffic is tandem-routedthus meansthat AT&T musthaveto

havetheability, in realtime, to filter out traffic originatingfrom eachlocal exchangecarrier.

8. Second,virtually all, if not all, areasin the countryhaveimplementedLocal

NumberPortability, and this is trueof the areasservedby TelePacific.Thus, a customermight

on one dayobtain local servicefrom PacificBell, on thenext day switch to TelePacific,and on

day threeswitch to a different LEC, all the while retaining the samephonenumber. Indeed,

many of TelePacific’s local customerswere undoubtedly ported over from the ILEC. The

significanceofthis factis that an IXC cannotknowtheidentity oftheoriginatingaccessprovider

basedonknowledgeofthe phonenumberonwhich the call originated.Anotherwayof making

thispoint is that phonenumbersidentify customers,they do not identify carriers.

9. Third, until CLECsstartedpricing theiraccessservicesat rateshigherthanthe

ILEC’s rates,theIXCs hadno reasonto careaboutwhichcarrierrouteda call to the IXC. While

IXCs obviously routecalls on the basis ofthe switch to whom a call is destined,IXCs do not

routecallsbasedon the identity of the originatingswitch— muchlessthe identity of the carrier

operatingthat switch. For this reason,the vendorsfrom whom IXCs buy their equipmenthave

hadno reasonsto developsoftwareand otherequipmentthatwould routeorblock callsbasedon

theidentity of theoriginatingLEC, and AT&T thus doesnot currentlyhavethe ability to block

calls on a carrier-specific,basis. This is in stark contrastwith the situation of the originating

CLEC.2 .

relativelysimple. AT&T could“block” suchcalls,albeitcrudely,simply by disconnectingthe
trunk groupon its switch

2 In orderto provideservicesto its endusers,LECsabsolutelyhaveto have,aspartoftheir

essentialcapabilities,theability to identify theIXC to whom a particularoriginatinglong
distancecall mustbe routedfor completion. As explainedin the affidavit ofmy colleague,Lee
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10. Now, in order for AT&T to be able to block the originating tandem-routed

traffic of a particularCLEC, two things haveto happen:(1) AT&T hasto have someway of

knowing, reliably and in real time — i.e. at or prior to settingup thecall — the identity oftheLEC

that sentthecall to AT&T’s network. (2) Assumingthat AT&T wasable to know the identity of

the carrier that sent a particular call to AT&T, AT&T would have to have some feasible method

for denying accessto (i.e., “blocking”) that carrier’s calls while not blocking the calls of

customersof anotheroriginatingcarrieron thetrunk group. For easeofanalysis,I addresseach

of these issues in turn.

A. AT&T Has No MeansToday of Identifying Calls Originated by Customersof One

Particular LEC From Calls Delivered by Another LEC Over a Common Trunk Group.

11. There are two potential sources of information by which AT&T could identify

the LEC originating a particular call. One sourceof information is information signaledto

AT&T at the time of call set-up. The secondpotential sourceof informationwould be AT&T

customerrecords. Neither sourceprovidesAT&T with knowledgethat AT&T could use in

blocking originatingcallson a CLEC-specificbasis.

12. 1. Signaling. At the time a call is handed off by the ILEC tandem switch to

AT&T, AT&T receivescertainsignaling information. For thesepurposes,only threetypesof

informationsignaledto AT&T arepotentiallyrelevant:(1) theoriginatingphonenumber;(2) the

JurisdictionInformationParameter(JIP);3 and (3) the destinationphonenumber. Noneofthese

threepiecesofinformationprovidesAT&T with knowledgeoftheoriginatingcarrier.

Davenport,this samefunctionality caneasilybe usedto blockoriginatingtraffic from all phone
numbersservedby theendoffice on an IXC-specificbasis

~While theJIP is expected,it is not alwayssentin thesignaling.

5



13. a. Originating Phone Number. For the reasonsstatedabove,the originating

customer’s telephone number does not identify the originating local exchange carrier.

Accordingly,this informationcannotbeusedto block originatingtraffic on areal-timebasis.

14. b. Jurisdiction Information Parameter. The SS7 signaling that the

originatingend office4 signalswhenit originatesa call includesan optional parameterwhich is

known as the Jurisdiction Information Parameter. The JIP, where it is provided, is a string of

digits that identifies theoriginatingswitch routingthe call to AT&T. AT&T cannotrely on the

JIP for blocking, however, becauseAT&T often doesnot receivethe JIP of the originating

switch on tandem-routedcalls, either becausethe uP is an optional parameterthat the carrier

operating the originating end office has chosen not to provision, or because the ILEC tandem has

stripped out the originating carrier’s JIP in the course of routing the call to AT&T. As a

consequence, the JIP cannot be relied upon as a means of blocking originating traffic.

15. Moreover, as I have said, the JIP, even where it is received by AT&T,

identifiesa switch, it doesnot in itself identify the carrieroperatingtheswitch. Thus, evenif the

CLECswitch’s JIP were passed through to AT&T, before AT&T could use that information to

block the CLEC’s call AT&T would have to be able to dip into a database that could be queried

by a switch in real time, to determine the identity of the carrier that owned the particular

originating switch identified by the JIP. No such database, usable for real-time call processing,

however, currently exists.5

~Note that not all originating end offices are capable of SS7signalingand likewise,notall
tandem switches provide SS7 signaling. Calls from these switches could not deliver a uP
parameter.

~ Finally, using the JIP to determine the carrier for the switch itself does not therefore mean that
the carrier of the ANI is that same carrier. That is because some CLECs provide service be
leasing lines from another CLEC, and connecting PBX-type equipment to that CLEC’s end
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16. Destination AN!. Finally, AT&T also receivesthe AN! of the terminating

phone number. It should be obvious, however, that the ANI of the terminating phone number

does not identify the carrier serving the originating caller. The AN! associatedwith the

terminatingphonenumberonly providesinformation aboutthe party being called,and not the

CLECserving the party doing the calling.

17. Consequently,none of the information that AT&T receives through the

signalingprocessinformsAT&T of the identity of the local exchangecarrierthat originatedthe

tandem-routedcall.

18. B. Customer Records. In addition to the signaling information that is

receivedby AT&T during the call set-upprocess,AT&T also has in its possessioncertain

customerrecordsfor its presubscribedcustomersthat are obtainedthrougha CustomerAccount

RecordExchangewith certain LECs. Where those recordsexist — and AT&T only receives

CARE from approximately70 of 500 CLECs today -- those recordsinclude the customer’s

name,billing address,and phonenumber,informationaboutthetypesof calling plansto which

thecustomeris subscribed,and informationabout the local serviceprovider that presubscribed

thecustomerto AT&T.

19. In my prior testimony in the MGC case, I testified that AT&T could in

principle use this information to identify calls originated by customers of a particular CLEC so

long as those customers are also presubscribed to AT&T. Based upon AT&T’s experiencein the

last 15 months, as well as based on information relevant here that was not relevant in the MOC

office. ThoseCLEC “switches”arehiddento AT&T, andwould not beidentifiableby useofa
JIP orLRN query.
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case,I now concludethat AT&T could not reasonablyrely on information derivedfrom the

CAREprocessin orderto identify theCLEC from which aparticularcall was routed.

20. First,’ as exemplifiedby this very case(but unlike MGC), AT&T doesnot

receive CARE recordsfrom many of the CLECs who route traffic to AT&T. Indeed,I am

informed that TelePacifichas stipulatedthat it hasnot supplied AT&T with any individual

customer CARE information. Joint Stip., ¶ 29. Where,ashere, AT&T doesnot receiveCARE

recordsfrom the CLEC, AT&T would not have a record identifying the CLEC that was

providing service to the customer. In this situation, AT&T’s customerrecordswould be of no

value for blocking eventhe calls of customersthat had reachedAT&T’s network through 1+

dialing.

21. Second, even where a CARE recordis transmittedto AT&T, that record only

informs AT&T of the identity of the local serviceprovider at the time the recordis created.

Thus, if acustomer becomes presubscribed to AT&T by one LEC (for example, Pacific Bell) and

then ports over to a CLEC for local service (for example, to TelePacific), unless the CLEC

submits supplementalinformation to AT&T, AT&T’s records would generally still show the

customerasa customerof the ILEC (Pacific Bell, in this example). Again, this information

wouldnot be ofusein blocking calls.

22. Third, many largerbusinesscustomerscontractwith AT&T directly, and no

CARE process is established for such customers. Consequently, the customer could add a

location by requesting a particular LEC or CLECto program its local switch to route traffic to

AT&T on a 1+ orotherbasiswithout any interactionbetweentheLEC and theIXC, and without

AT&Treceiving a record that would inform it that the customer is obtaining local phoneservice

from theILEC or CLEC.
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23. Fourth, the exchangeof businessand billing recordsbetweena local service

provider and an IXC is not a real-time function. Substantialdelaysexist betweenthe time a

significant action is taken— e.g., the customersubscribesto an IXC — and the time that that

information(assumingsuchinformationis providedat all by theCLEC, andit is not with respect

to TelePacific) is suppliedto the IXC. This delay is tolerablefor billing purposes,because

billing is not a real-timefunction. This delay is completelyintolerablewith respectto blocking.

A customeridentified in AT&T’s recordsasbeinga customerof aparticularCLEC might have

its callsblockedwell afterswitchingto anotherCLEC, andthe converse.

24. Finally, CARE records,wherethey exist at all, exist only for presubscribed

customers. Here, I am informed that TelePacific has statedthat only 2% of its lines are

presubscribedto AT&T. Thus, AT&T’s businessrecords would not be a useful meansof

obtaininginformationfor purposesofblocking.

B. Even if AT&T Knew That A Particular Originating Phone Number Was Assignedto A
Customer of A Particular CLEC, AT&T’s Network Could Not ReasonablyUseThat
Information to Block Calls On A Carrier-Specific Basis.

25. As I explainedabove,AT&T’s network is not currentlyableto identify in real

time the identity oftheLEC or CLEC that hasroutedtraffic to AT&T whenthetraffic is routed

to AT&T via an ILEC tandem. In this section, I explain why, even if AT&T did know the

identity of the CLEC routing a particular call to its switch, it could not feasibly use that

information to block calls on a carrier-specificbasis. This difficulty is particularly true with

respectto 1 -8YY traffic, which I aminformedmakesup the vastbulk of the originating traffic

hereat issue.

26. For purposesrelevantto the processingandrouting of traffic by AT&T, and

hencetheblocking oftraffic, therearefour basictypesoftraffic that mustbe considered:(1) toll
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traffic (both 1+ anddial-around);(2) 0 +; (3) 1-8YY traffic; and(4) 900 traffic. Although I am

informed that TelePacific’s originating traffic is virtually exclusively 8YY, in order to

understandAT&T’s inability to block 8YY traffic on the basisof the originating carrier, it is

importantto beginby discussingthepossibilitieswith respectto toll andoperatortraffic.

27. 1+ and dial-around toll traffic. From theperspectiveof AT&T’s network,a

call thatis dialed 1 + NPA — NXX —XXXX looks the same,and is processedin thesameway,as

a call that is dialed 10-10-288-NPA-NXX-XXXX. The dialing prefixes(1+ or 10-10-288)are

strippedout at the LEC end office switch and arenot passedon to AT&T.6 Consequently,1+

callsanddial-aroundcallsaretreatedby AT&T thesamefrom an engineeringperspective.

28. 1+ anddial-aroundtoll calls(thatis, callsthat will bebilled to the originating

phonenumber)are routed by AT&T asfollows: When the call is receivedat the originating

AT&T toll switch, the switch will query a network databaseto determineif the ANI of the

originating phoneidentifies that this customerhas subscribedto specific servicesor hasany

uniquecall processingcharacteristicsassociatedwith the account.TheANIs of Subscriberswith

standardtraditionalphoneservicedonot getplacedinto this database.Fortypical standardcalls,

call processingwill proceedby determiningwhere to route the call basedon the destination

number,and by determiningwhetherthe originatingphone’sAN! indicatesdeniedservice(see

¶ 30 below). Theseprocessesproceedsimultaneouslyso that allowedcalls will connectthrough

the networkwith minimal delay(and thus reducedcost associatedwith accesscharges).If the

query reply to that ANT is determinedto be denied service, the switch will terminate the

connectionprocessand proceedwith final handling of the call attempt(i.e., sendthe call to a

6 Although theLEC is technicallyablewhenusingFeatureGroupD signalingto signalto the

!XC whether the call was a dial-around or a 1 + call, most accessproviders’tariffs do not provide
thatservice.
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terminationannouncementanddisconnect).If theANI is not denied service,thereis no explicit

reply of ‘allowed’ andthe call connectionprocesscontinuesuninterrupted.The call completion

processperformsthe function of determininghow to route the call. Basedon the destination

number a terminating switch can be identified by consulting the LNP databasewhich will

indicateif the dialed numberhasbeenportedto a different terminatingswitch (a uniqueswitch

number)thanthe first 6 digits (NPA-NXX) of the destinationnumberwould indicate for un-

portednumbers.The AT&T switchusestheNPA-NXX or its ported-numberequivalentto select

a trunk-group for which theswitch’sdatatableshavebeenprovisionedwith theseroutenumbers

to transportthecall to a terminatingAT&T switchwhich hastrunk connectivityto the intended

destinationnumber’scarrier switch (either directly connectedor via an intermediaryaccess

tandemprovider). The call is routedvia this trunk, and the terminatingAT&T switchbasically

performsacompletionconnectionto the designateddestinationswitch.

29. As discussedabove,AT&T’s network is indifferent as to the identity of the

originatingcarrier for purposesofroutinga call. Forthis reason,AT&T hasno ability to instruct

its networkswitchesto block callsoriginatedby aparticularoriginatingswitch.

30. However,becauselong distancecalls are billed to the calling party, AT&T

has to have a way of protectingitself from callerswho build up large outstandingbills that

remain unpaid. For this purpose, AT&T hasdeployedcertainnetworkdatabasesthat arereferred

to by AT&T engineersasstationscreeningdatabases.A stationscreeningdatabaseis a network

accessdatabasethat is designedprimarily to deny accessto customerswith unsatisfactory

paymenthistories.This databasecould beusedto instruct the switch not to allow any toll calls

originating from a particular originating phone number (station). Becausethis databaseis
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consultedon eachstandard-type1+ call,7 that databasein principle could alsobe usedto block

many 1+ calls based on thephonenumber(ANI) that originatedthecall.

31. It would be highly impractical, to say the least, for AT&T to use this

capability to block calls basedon the identity of the originatingcarrier. To beginwith, AT&T

would haveto know, in realtime, eachof thephonenumbersservedby a particularCLEC, and,

asdiscussedabove,AT&T doesnot havethat information. Assumingthat AT&T, however, did

havea list ofall ofthe phonenumbersservedby a CLEC, and evenif that list wasalwaysup to

date (i.e. even if customersdid not changecarriers), AT&T could not feasibly use that

information today to block originating toll calls. In order to block a CLEC’s toll traffic basedon

thephonenumbersassignedto the CLEC’s users,AT&T would haveto manuallyentereachof

the CLEC’s end users’ ANIs, line-by-line into the network accessdatabase(and removethem

from the ServiceDirectorydatabaseif they arebusinesses).8Undertakingthis taskon a line-by-

line basis for eachof the tensof thousandsof accesslines servedby a particularCLEC — let

alonethemillions of linesserved,by CLECs nationwide-- would beprohibitively expensiveand

impractical. Moreover,if andwhena customerof TelePacificdecidedto changeLECs, AT&T

would thenonceagainhaveto reprovisionor modify theappropriateinformationin its database

to no longerblock callsfor thatcustomer’sphonenumber.

32. 0 + Calls. Operatorcallsareprocessedby AT&T roughly asfollows: 0+calls

aredeliveredto AT&T OperatorServicesswitches(theseswitchesareuniqueboth functionally

~Businessaccount/subscribeEANIs arenotprocessedagainstthis databasesincetheseline
numbers are associated with specific service functions and processing that provide additonal
featuresandcapabilities.Thusanumberdeniedin thisdatabasewould not block any useofthe
AT&T networkif thatnumberweredesignatedasabusinesssubscriber’sline.

8 The ServiceDirectoryDatabaseis adatabasethat instructsthenetworkasto howto process

businesscustomerscallsin light ofthe sophisticatedservicestheyorder.
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and technicallyfrom the switchessupporting1 + traffic discussedabove)using FeatureGroup—

C (FG-C) OperatorServicessignaling. These switchescanbe either directly connectedto an

End-Office orthe connectioncan be via an AccessTandem.The informationsignaledincludes

theoriginating station’sANI andthe destinationnumber,but no explicit information identifying

theoriginating carrier. Seesupra¶~J14-15.Whenthe call arrivesat the OperatorSwitch, a call

handling processis initiated for each call. This processwill check the ANI against local

screeningdata tablesin the switch which identify special servicecharacteristics/restrictions

which havebeenset for individual ANIs. Theseservicecharacteristicsaredifferent than those

referred to in the 1+ call processing above. An example of this screening would be an origination

phone where high fraudhasbeenidentified relatedto calling cardbilling. By placingthe ANI in

the switch’s 0+ screeningdatatables,cardbilling canbeblocked from that station,but collect

callscan still be placed.Thecall handlingprocesswill provideeither an automatedoroperator

handled protocol that enables the billing method of the call to be established and

verified/validated; and if allowed to complete the call to the destinationnumber. Since the

originatingANI is not associatedwith most methodsof billing, the OperatorServicesswitches

do not consult the network accountdatabasereferredto above (~J30) regardingthe allowed

accountstatusof this numberfor the AT&T network since it will not be billed for the call

anyway. When it is appropriateto connect the call to the destinationnumber, the Operator

Servicesswitchusesthe destinationnumberto selectatrunk to deliver thecall to the 1+ network

switch which will thenroute the call to an AT&T switch that will terminatethe call to the

appropriate terminating switch (directly or via an accesstandem).Note, not only is thereno

conceptofroutingbasedona carrier,theOperatorSwitch relieson the 1+ switch to perform all

the actual routing and delivery ofthecall to thedestinationcarrier’sswitch.
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33. Much of what was said abovewith respectto toll calls appliesto 0 + calls.

Assumingthat AT&T knewtheparticularphonenumbersusedby a CLEC’s customers,it would

haveto utilize stationscreeningdatabasesthathavebeendeployedto dealwith fraudulentcalling

to block the calls. However,becausethe purposeof thosedatabaseswasto deal with fraud and

nonpayment,thosedatabaseshavebeendesignedto screencalls on a line specific basis,not a

carrierspecificbasis. Accordingly,aswith 1 + traffic, AT&T would haveto manuallyentereach

oftheCLEC’sendusers’ANIs, line-by-line into thestation-screeningdatabase.Undertakingthis

‘taskona line-by-linebasisfor eachofthetensofthousandsof accesslinesservedby a particular

CLEC — let alOne the millions of lines servedby CLECs nationwide~- would be prohibitively

expensiveand impractical. Additionally, the OperatorServicesSwitches’ screeningtablesare

limited in capacityand would not support a large numberof ANI’s. Moreover, if and whena

customerof TelePacific decided to changeLECs, AT&T would then once again have to

reprogramits databaseno longerto block thecallsfrom thatcustomer’sphonenumber.

34. 1-900 Calls. Briefly, 1-900calls are processedby AT&T asfollows: A 900

call is assignedto an individual carrier basedon a 900-NXX specific value. Thesecall are

deliveredto the designatedIXC just asany other 1+ call. Thc originatingAT&T switch will’

recognizeand usethe 900 part of the numberto identify that a 900-serviceis being requested.

The switch will initiate a call handingprocessfor 900 servicewhich will query a 900-service

databasethat will provideatruedestinationnumberto whichthis call shouldbe connected.Once

this true destinationnumberis known, the switch will proceedwith connectingto that number,

andthesimultaneousprocessfor checkingtheANI’s acceptablebilling statuswill be made.
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35. Because1-900, like toll calls, are billed to the originating phone number,

AT&T screens 1-900 calls by consulting the same databasesused to screen toll calls.

Accordingly,the discussionregardingblockingoftoll callsaboveapplieswith equalforcehere.

36. 1-8YY Calls. 8YY calls are processedas follows: The originating switch

upon receiving an 8YY call must either perform the task of identifying the carrier the 8YY

number is assigned to, or the originating switch must route all 8YY calls to anothercarrier’s

switch which will perform this taskfor the originating switch. In either case,whicheverswitch

performsthis function,a queryto oneof the industry’s 8YY databaseswill be sentandthe 8YY

databasewill returnthe carrieridentity for the number.Theswitch thenroutesthe 8YY number

to that carrier’s (IXC’s) switch. Again, as in theabovecall types,this routingcouldbeeithervia

direct connected trunks or the calls could be routed to a tandemswitch which will deliver the

8YY call to the carrieralongwith all othertraffic for that carrier. Upon reachingthe originating

AT&T switch, the 8YY call is recognizedas requiring a query to the 8YY database.The

databasewill processthequeryand dependingon the natureof the8YY servicewhich hasbeen

subscribedto, ultimatelya destinationnumberwill be returnedto theoriginatingAT&T switch;

this destination number will then be used to route the call to the terminatingswitch that this

destination In a generalsense,8YY call processingis composedof two routing decisions,the

first to determinewhat carrierto route the call to, and the secondto determinewhat destination

to routethecall to.

37. I am informedthat the vast majority of the traffic here at issue is 1-8YY

traffic. This is significant from an engineeringpoint of view, becauseAT&T has no ability

whatsoeverto block 1 -8YY calling asa classbasedon the originatingphonenumber(let alone

theidentity of the carrier serving that originatingphonenumber). The reasonfor this is fairly
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simple: unlike the typesof calls discussedabove,1-8YY calls arebilled to the receivingparty,

not the originatingphonenumber,and rarely result in fraudulent use. Accordingly, AT&T is

utterly indifferent to the identity of the calling party (and thus to the caller’s phonenumber)

whenit comesto whetherto allow the call to routeto its assigneddestination.AT&T thus has

not deployedany station screeningdatabasesfor 8YY traffic that would becapableof instructing

thenetworknot to route 1-8YYcallsoriginating from a particularphonenumber.9

38. Using AT&T’s current network capabilities, the only method that AT&T

could eventheoreticallyconsiderusing to ‘block 1 -8YY traffic basedon theoriginatingcarrier—

and,again, the following discussionassumes,contrary tofact, that AT&T would havereliable,

real-timeknowledgeoftheparticularphonenumbersservedby aCLEC — would beto utilize the

individual account profiles of each advanced-services8YY number. In order to provide

advanced8YY services,AT&T hasthe ability to enableits advanced800 customersto direct

how calls originatedfrom a particularlocation are to be routed. For example,a national mail-

ordercustomermight wish to instruct AT&T to routecallsoriginatingin theNortheastto a call

centerin Boston,while calls originating in California would be routedto ,a call center in Los

Angeles. However,most 8YY numbersarenot advancedaccountsanddo not havenorcanthey

usethis selectiveroutingfunction.

39. In orderto usethis capability, whereit exists,to block a CLEC’s 8YY traffic,

however, AT&T would haveto modify eachof the millions of individual 1 -8YY accountsby

manually entering in each of the millions of individual accountprofiles instructionsnot to

completecalls from each of a CLEC’s thousandsor tensof thousandsof accesslines. AT&T

would thenhaveto re-modifyeachofthosemillions of accountseachtime anend userportedto

~Thus, evenwhereAT&T hasblockeda subscriberasaresultofnon-payment,thatcustomer
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a different local serviceprovider. Even leaving asidethe prohibitive implementationcostsof

performing this task, utilizing the memorythat would be requiredto store such information

would threatenthe integrity of AT&T’s 1-8YY services. Moreover, only a relatively small

fraction ofAT&T’s customersarecustomersof advanced8YY services,so for the vast bulk of

8YY customersAT&T couldnotevenutilize thecustomerprofilesto block callsin this way.

(2. IT WOULD BE UNDULY EXPENSIVE AND TIME-CONSUMING TO REQUIRE
AT&T TO DEVELOP THE CAPABILITY FEASIBLY AND RELIABLY TO BLOCK
ORIGINATING TANDEM-ROUTED, TRAFFIC ON A CLEC-SPECIFIC BASIS.

40. In order for AT&T to block tandem-routedoriginating traffic on a CLEC-

specificbasis,AT&T would have to alterits networkin two principalways:

41. First, AT&T would have to maintain one or more databasesthat could be

queried,in real time, to identify both (1) the identity of the switchthat routedthe call to AT&T;

and (2) the identity of the carrier that owned ‘the particular originating switch. While the

industry-wide Local NumberPortability Database,of which AT&T maintainsa copy, would

provide the first type of information (i.e. the identity of the switch servinga particularphone

number), some other databasewould have to be deployedby AT&T to addressthe second

inquiry: the identity ofthecarrieroperatingthat switch.

42. Second,and perhapsmorefundamentally,AT&T would haveto significantly

alter themannerin which it processescalls andbeginsroutingcallsbasedon the identity ofthe

originating switch. This would meancreatinga systemwherebyevery type of call routedto

AT&T, regardlessofthetype of customeror of theservicewould be delayedat the originating

network switch and a determinationwould haveto be madeas to whetherthe call should be

would still beableto place8YY calls.
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deniedon thebasisof theidentity ofthe originatingcarrierdeterminedby appropriatelymodified

anddeployeddatabases.

43. A simpleperspectiveon what would be requiredto enabletheAT&T network

to block calls delivered to our networkswitcheswhentheyoriginatefrom a specificCLEC/local

accesscarrier would entail the following. An essentialrequirementto blocking a designated

carrier is that the identity (and recognitionofthat identity) mustbeknownto the call processing

system(s) managing the call within a carrier’snetwork. For AT&T, this meansthat sincethe

carrier’s identity will not be ‘delivered directly with the call’s signaling information, that other

informationthat is provided in signaledinformationwill haveto be usedby the call processing

system to derive the carrier’s identity. AT&T needsto createa new processthat can use

available/providedinformation to retrieve the desired information. This new AT&T function

(requiredin eachof our different brandsof network switches)would haveto query the LNP

databasewith thecall’s AM to obtainthe ANI’s originatingswitch’suniqueidentity, and thenin

turn usethis informationto derivethe owningcarrier’sidentityvia adatarelationshipmaintained

in somesystem/data-base.Thuseachtime a’ call arrivesat anAT&T switch, this newprocessing

function would be performed;and based on the result of the function, call-processingwould

determinethat the call would be allowedor denied(i.e., routedorterminatedappropriate).This

newfunctionrequiresdevelopmentnot only in theswitchesthemselves,but alsoin somesystem,

which will provide the datarelationshipbetweena switch’s unique identity and its owner.

Further,sincethe newfunctionrequiresthattherebe a new datarelationshipthat it canaccess,

theremust thereforebe an administrativeand operationssupportprocessandsystemthat is used

to maintainand administerthe dataitself This supportprocess(which doesnot exist) must be

ableto add, update,and removeswitch and carrier relationships;theremust be a processto

18



specify whetherthe businessrelationshipthat resultsfrom queryingthis datawould allow or

would block thecall; andthe system/processneedsto bepreparedto handledatainconsistencies,

irregularities,andincompleteinformation. To perform this taskrequiresa completelydesigned,

developed and operationalizedset of systems,processes,and organizationsto conductall the

daily tasks required to deliver this information in real-timeto network switcheshandling traffic

from a continuouslychangingindustryenvironment.

44. I estimatethat it would cost AT&T approximately25 to 35 million dollars to

undertakethe developmentwork necessaryto acquirethe ability to identify and block’ tandem-

routedtraffic on aCLEC-specificb’asisandto deploythat capabilitythroughoutthenetwork;that

the network coststo AT&T of then using those systemswould be between5 and 10 million

dollars annually; and that the operationalcostsof the organizationthat would be necessaryto

perform the functionsof maintaining and enteringthe dataassociatedwith blocking would be

between1 and 2 million dollars annually. I futherestimatethat it would takeAT&T’s vendors

approximately2 yearsto deliverthemodifiedsystemsto AT&T.

45. By contrast,as discussedin the affidavit of my colleagueSekarGanesan,a

switched basedCLEC today, can, using existing software and hardwarecapabilities that it

alreadyutilizes aspart of its normaloperations,instruct its switch not to route any callsfrom a

particular end office to a particular IXC.

IV. AT&T’s Network Cannot FeasiblyBlock Terminating Traffic On a CLEC-Specific
Basis.

46. AT&T’s network likewise cannot presentlyblock terminating traffic on a

CLEC-specificbasis. However, the problemof blocking terminating traffic is more easily

solvedby AT&T thantheproblemofblocking originatingtraffic.
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47. Unlike originatingtraffic, which is subjectto differentprocessingand routing

protocolsdependingon the particular service(i.e., is the call toll or toll-free, or operator),all

terminatingtraffic is routed by AT&T in the sameway. In particular, the AT&T switch that

receivesthe call from theoriginatingaccessproviderexaminesthe first six digits of the dialed

number(the areacodeand exchange,NPA-NXX) to determinewhetherthe geographicareato

which thatcall is destinedhasimplementednumberportability.~° Assuminganumberportability

environmentexistsin theareafor whichthecall is destined(which is usuallythecase),AT&T’s

switch then dips into a copy ofthe Local NumberPortability (LNP) databaseto determinethe

identity oftheend office switch that would terminatethe call. AT&T’s switch then consultsa

routing table that is maintainedby AT&T basedon information included in the industry-wide

Local ExchangeRoutingGuide (LERG), and routesthe call to the appropriateswitch. Where

the terminatingend office switch is behind a tandem,AT&T’s switch routes the call to the

appropriate tandem switch. The tandemswitch thenroutesthe call to the appropriateend office

based on the destination phone number.

48. BecauseAT&T dips its copy of the LNP databasein routing every call,

AT&T’s networkknowsthe identity ofboth thetandamandend office switch to which a call is

destinedatthetime it setsupthe call. As discussedabove,however,theLNP databaseidentifies

only the identity (orthe “location”) oftheswitch. TheLNP databasedoesnot identify theowner

of the switch, that is the carrierthat is operatingthe switch. Indeed,while thereexist various

ways (for example,electroniccopiesof the LERG) in which AT&T could look up a switch’s

identifier codeasreturnedby theLNP databaseandfind out the identity ofthe carrieroperating

the switch. To the best of my knowledge there is no databasetoday that containsthat

10 In thosefewareaswherenumberportability hasnot beenimplemented,theNPA-NXX (area
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informationand that is capableof being queried by an AT&T switch in order to enablethe

switch to makeareal-timeroutingdecision.

49. As a result,AT&T would haveto modify its networkin orderto enableit to

block tandem-routedterminating traffic. In particular, AT&T would have to deploy and

populatea databasecapableof beingqueriedin real-timeby oneits networkswitchesthat would

determinetheidentityofthecarrieroperatinga particularendoffice switch. AT&T would then

haveto programits switchesto querythat databaseon eachcall. Havingdeterminedtheidentity

oftheterminatingcarrier, theswitch would thenhaveto be programmedto look up in aspecially

createdtablewhethertheterminatingcarrier is onewith whom AT&T doesnot havean access

arrangement.If AT&T doesnot havea businessrelationshipwith the terminatingcarrier, the

AT&T switch would thenbe.instructedto routethecall to an appropriateannouncementinstead

of to the terminating switch. All of these steps require developmentwork, becausethe

appropriatedatabasesandcall-processingprotocolsdo notcurrentlyexist in AT&T’ s network.

50. By contrast,althoughtheterminatingendoffice provider(here,TelePacific)is

not technicallycapableofblocking terminatinginterexchangetraffic on thebasisofthe identity

of the IXC, the CLEC could requestthe ILEC tandemprovider with whom it interconnectsto

block AT&T terminatingcalls. Specifically, it is my opinion that the ILEC tandemprovideris

capabletoday,without developmentwork, of instructingits switchnot to routeany callsarriving

at theswitch from theincoming AT&T trunk groupsto the outboundtrunk groupsof theCLEC

subtendingend office.

51. I estimatethat it would costAT&T between$1 and $2 million to developthe

necessarynetwork modifications to enable AT&T to block terminating traffic on a CLEC-

codeandexchange)would themselvesidentify theterminatingswitch.
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specific basis, that it would cost AT&T an additional $2 million to $4 million to deploy the

necessarysupportsystems,andthat it would thencostan additional $1 million a year for AT&T

to administerandimplementthenecessarymodifications.
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I swear,underpenaltyofperjuryunderthelawsoftheUnitedStatesof Amcrica

that the foregoingis ttucandcorrect,

T. Michael Baner

Dated:September15,2000
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AT&T Corp. )
)
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AFFIDAVIT OF SEKAR GANESAN

1. My nameis Sekar Ganesan. My businessaddressis 200 Laurel Avenue,

RoomE33D25,Middletown,NJ 07748. I amemployedby AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) asa District

Manager,Network Routing and NumberingPlanning. I havebeenemployedby AT&T as a

networkengineersince 1988. I havea Master’sDegreein MechanicalEngineeringand aPh.D.

in SystemsSciencefrom the University ofHouston. I haveobtained2 patentsduring my work

as an engineerfor AT&T. In my presentposition I am responsiblefor network planning

associatedwith numberingandnumbertranslations,intra- and inter-networkroutingand routing

translations,for AT&T services. In that capacity, I haveknowledgeas to the capabilitiesof

various local end office switches,including as it pertainsto the routing or blocking of traffic

from an endoffice on an inter-exchangecarrier-specificbasis.

Purposeand SummaryofAffidavit

2. This affidavit is submitted on behalf of AT&T in response to the

Commission’srequestfor affidavits addressingthequestionon whom theobligation reasonably

shouldrestto block thetraffic flow betweenacompetitivelocal exchangecarrier (“CLEC”) and



an interexchangecarrier(“IXC”) wheretheIXC hasnot orderedaccessservicesfrom theCLEC

or has cancelledan existing order. The purposeof this affidavit, therefore,is to addresstwo

issuesrelevantto theblocking oforiginatingtraffic. First, this affidavit will demonstratethatthe

routing of traffic from a CLEC to an IXC, whetherroutedthroughan accesstandemor not,

results from deliberate and affirmative provisioning actions1 taken by the CLEC, without

participationby the IXC. If the CLEC doesnot taketheseexplicit steps,no originating traffic

would route to the IXC in the first place. Second,it is very clear that a switch-basedCLEC

could easilyceaserouting traffic to an IXC, on an end-officeby end-officebasis, using existing

softwareand hardwarecapabilities,and without having to undertakeprovisioningwork that is

materially different in kind or degreefrom thetypesof provisioningtasksthat the CLEC must

routinelydo aspartof its businesswhendeployingits switchoraddingor deletingnewIXCs.

Background

3. The following kinds of calls are routed to IXCs by local exchange carriers

(“LECs”):

• IntraLATA toll calls
• InterLATA toll calls
• Toll-free (e.g.800) calls
• ServiceAccessCodes:900 calls,500 calls

4. As setforth above,LECs suchastheincumbentLocal ExchangeCarriers

(ILECs), or the CompetitiveLocal ExchangeCarriers(CLECs), must takeexplicit action -- i.e.

provision specific datastructures(i.e. screens)in their switches -- to route traffic to a long

distancecarrier. (In addition, of course,for tandem-routedtraffic they mustalso deploytrunks

1 Provisioningis thetermusedto describetheinputof datato switches--datanecessaryfor the

switchesto providerequiredservice.
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between their switch and the LLEC’s accesstandem switch.) In the absenceof this data

provisioning, callsdestinedfor agivencarrierwill fail to complete.

5. I am informed that the complainant in this case, U.S. TelePacific

(“TelePacific”), has stipulated that it utilizes the Lucent 5ESS (tm) local switch. The

provisioning work discussedin this affidavit is thus describedin terms of how it would be

carriedout for a Lucent 5ESS (tm) — 2000 digital switch — the dominant local switch in the

United States,This description,however, is generallyapplicableto the provisioning of other

vendors’switches.

Routing Calls To InterexchángeCarriers

6. The Lucent 5ESSswitch (tm) is not pre-provisioned“out of the box” to

route traffic to any IXC, including to AT&T. Instead,the switchmust be provisionedto route

traffic to eachIXC to whom the CLEC has deliberatelychosento route traffic. This deliberate

actionis doneasfollows.

7. For everyIXC to be supportedat anEnd Office (EO) that provideslocal

service,dataprovisioningoftheRecentChange/Verify(RC/V) view 10.3 is required. This view,

which consistsofa seriesof 5 screens,is usedto definethe characteristicsofa particularIXC. A

copyofthe5 userscreensthat makeup this view, for the SoftwareRelease5E142, is attachedas

Exhibit A. In additionto thesescreens,two additionalviewsmustbe provisionedto routetraffic

properlyto an IXC: (1) RC/V 9.3, entitled “Local Digit (Office Dialing)” (screens1 and2 of 5

areattachedheretoasExhibit B); and (2) RC/V 10.10, entitled Screening(Charging)(attached

heretoasExhibit C).

2 PreviousSoftwareReleasesrequiresimilarprovisioning.
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8. The informationpopulatedin thesefields controls the routing of calls to

the particularinterexchangecarrier. (Which fields areuseddependson the type of traffic at

issue)Thatis, inter alia, the informationspecifiedin thesefields will instructthe switch asto the

routingusedto transportthe call, aswell asinstruct theswitchasto the particularcodingto send

up with the call to thetandemswitch thatwill instructthetandemswitch that the call is destined

for a particularinterexchangecarrier.

9. Thus, in order to route calls to an IXC, the LEC or CLEC must

affirmatively fill out theseroutinescreens.As stated,noneof thesescreensarepre-provisioned

by Lucent. If theCLEC doesnot fill out thesescreensin the first placefor a particularIXC, no

traffic would route to that IXC. All a CLEC has to do to block originating traffic, therefore,

regardlessof whetherit is direct-or tandem-trunked,is eitherto leavethesescreensblank, or, if

thoseviewswere initially provisioned,to deletethe entries. Any CLEC that is capableof using

its switchto routetraffic to an IXC, is capableof blockingtraffic to thatIXC aswell.

8YY Traffic

10. For these calls — which I aminformedmakeup the bulk of the calling at

issuein this case-- an industry Toll-Free DataBase determineswho the provider of the 8yy3

serviceis. Normally, anEnd Office (EU) will querythis databaseto determinewho the IXC is

when sucha numberis dialed.4 In responseto the query, the toll-free databasewill return a

~8yy numbersarethose where the“yy” standsfor equaldigits. So, for example,888, 877, 866
aretoll-free numbersdescribedby theterm“8yy”.

‘I I aminformedthat TelePacifichasstipulatedthatit technicallycanblockoriginating traffic to
AT&T, Joint Stips. ~J27, andthat its tariff statesthat “[w]hen a 1+800+NIXX-NXIXX typecall is
originatedby an enduser,[TelePacific]will utilize the SS7networkto queryan 800 databaseto
identify the [IXC] to whomthe call will bedelivered.” TelePacificTariff FCCNo. 1, § 2.5.
Fromthis informationI infer thatTelePacific,like mostcarriers,haschosento do its own
databasedips.
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Carrier ID (e.g. 0288) and the same800 number. The EU will use the contentof the 10.3

describedabove,fields 27 and28, to routethecall. SeeExhibit A.

11. As describedabove,if the local carrierwishesto block 8YY traffic to a

particularIXC, the carrierwould simply neverprovisionthe RC!V 10.3, or would provisionthe

carrierto point to anappropriateannouncement.It is thereforea straightforwardmatterfor an

LEC to ceaserouting 1-8YY traffic to aparticularIXC.

12. It is theoreticallypossiblefor a CLEC to pay anothercarrier suchas an

ILEC to query theITFDB for Toll-free‘calls, ratherthandipping the databaseitself. Although I

do not havereasonto believethis is true of TelePacific,see n. 4, wherea CLEC doespay the

tandemproviderto dip thedatabaseprocessits 1-8YY traffic, theprocessofblocking that traffic

would bemorecomplicated.

13. As an initial matter, however, from an engineeringpoint of view this

difficulty is not atechnicalone. Thereis no technicalreasonwhatsoeverthat would preventa

switched based CLECfrom doing its own toll freedatabasedips, and asdiscussedabove,this is

the dominantpracticein the industry. In situationswherethe CLEC haschosento havethe

ILEC dip the databaseat the tandem,therefore,the CLEC cansolve the problemof blocking

‘very easilyby simply choosingto do thedips itself. Thedecisionnot to do so is a businessone,

notatechnicalone.

14. EvenwheretheCLEC arrangeswith theILEC to querythedatabase,there

is no reasonwhy thelocal carrierwould not be able,at a minimum, to block all accessto 8YY

numbersusedasaccessto thecarrier, suchas1-800-CALL-ATT. This blockingwould becarried

out in digit analysis,usinga RC/V view 9.9, RDIT, whichprovidesexceptionprocessingfor any

particulardialednumber. Sinceno databasequeryis requiredto effectuatethis typeofblocking,
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there is no impedimentto a CLEC blocking suchcalls whetheror not it queriesthe toll-free

databaseitself

15. Moreover,a CLEC thathaschosento contractwith thetandemproviderto

query the l-8YY databasecould arrangeto have that ILEC block the 1-8YY traffic of a

particularIXC at the tandem.Becausethe CLEC routesits traffic to the tandem‘on a dedicated

trunk group, and becausethe tandemroutestraffic to the IXCs on dedicatedtrunk groups,the

tandemprovideris technicallyable,with no developmentnecessary,to instruct thetandemnot to

routecallsfrom a particularCLEC to aparticularIXC. An explanationof the methodthat’ that

ILEC would utilize to block suchtraffic is setforth in Exhibit D.

The Provisioning Of An Appropriate Announcement

16. As set forth above, in order to block calls to an IXC, all the CLEChas to,

do is to leaveparticularfields blank in the screensdescribedabove.Wherean interexchangecall

is destinedfor a particularcarriernot provisionedin the 10.3, for instancein the casewhendial

around(1010345)is used,thenthe switchwill automaticallyprovideanannouncement,using the

content of the RC/V 10.1 (Fixed Route)view. The Fixed Routeview is usually provided by

Lucentin default format with a new switch. Carriersusually elaborateon that view to assure

informative announcements in various error ‘conditions. A view of that screen is set forth as

Exhibit E.

17. Alternatively, a CLEC that wishesto block originating traffic to an IXC

could utilize the 10.3 view to instruct the switch that all callsdestinedfor a particularIXC would

be routedto acustomizedannouncement.
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18. In this regard,it is importantto point out that the Lucent 5ESSswitch is

easilycapableof generatingan appropriate“customized”announcementto reflect theabsenceof

an accessagreementwith the IXC. Thatis, ratherthanutilizing ageneric “your call cannotbe

completedasdialed. Pleasecheckthenumberand try again” typeannouncement— whichwould

be uninformativeandwould frustratecallersby encouragingthemto dial again— the LEC can,

using the 10.3 view or the 10.1 view, along with appropriaterecorded content in an

announcementframe on the switch, direct a particular IXC’s call to an appropriate

announcementthatwould inform thecaller that the call cannotbe completeddueto the absence

ofa’ businessrelationshipbetweentheLEC andtheIXC.

Provisioning/Implementation Burdens

19. Finally, I aminformedthat TelePacificintendsto arguethat it would be

burdensomefrom an implementationpoint ofview to ceaserouting originatingtraffic to AT&T.

I disagree. Populatingeachof theviews describedabove(suchasthe 10.3 carrier defmition or

the9.3 view) is a functionthattheLEC mustperformaspartof its routinebusinessoperations.

Indeed,if TelePacificis routing callsto AT&T using its 5ESSswitch, this meansthat it had, at

one point, to populateeachof the fields’ discussedabove. At that point in time, it would have

takenvirtually no additionalwork (otherthanthe selectionof anappropriateannouncement)for

TelePacific to have instructedthe switch to routeAT&T- bound traffic to an announcement

ratherthanto TelePacific’standem-boundtrunk groups.

20. Moreover,all LECsarerequiredto updatetheseviewsaspartoftheLECs

routine business operation as particular IXCs go out of businessor beginproviding servicein a

region.For example,CLECs in New York who wishedto make Bell Atlantic’s long-distance

servicesand Bell-Atlantic owned 1 -8YY numbersavailable to their customersfollowing Bell

7



Atlantic’s 271 approvalin New York would havehad to takeall of theexplicit actionsdiscussed

aboveto enablethe traffic to route properly. Another common situationis the proliferation of

new dial-aroundservices,suchas 10-10-321or 10-10-345. As theseservicesareintroduced,as

well as whenthey arewithdrawn, the CLEC must takethe explicit actionsdescribedaboveto

route,andthento denyrouting,to thesenewIXC offerings.

g



I swear,underpenaityor perjury unoerroe iaw~oi wc uuii~u~ ~.‘& ~

that the fnregou2gis true andcorrect.

SekarGanesan

Dated: Septexnber 15, 2000
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EXHIBIT A

5ESS,SWITCH
SCREEN1 OF 5
(5305)

*1. CARRIER ID __

*2FEATGPJ~ -

#3. ACCESSTYPE ____

4. LONG REC -

5. MEASUREMENT —

6. DIG ROUTING -

7. LEC SERVICE -

9. CARRIERNAME
10. SEND ANI II —

11. REMARKS

RECENTCHANGE 10.3
CARRIERADMINISTRATION

FEATURE GROUPB ONLY (Below)
12. FGB CDI ___

13.FGBRTI ___

14. TRANS CARRIER

SCREEN2OF5
(5305)

5ESSSWITCH
RECENTCHANGE 10.3

CARRIERADMJMSTRATION (FEATUREGROUPD ONLY)

15. CARRIERTYPE
16.INTRALATA
l7.CICUT -

18. OVERLAP -

19. SACOVERLAP
20. CAC SCRN1NG
2l.SCDSCRNTNG -

22. SENTPAID OVLAP
23. AC ICLATA OVR
24. ZPLUSOPT —

25. ZMNUS OPT

____ 26. ASP TRIG NBR
27. DOMES CDI ___

28. DOMES RTI ____

29. INTL CDI ___

- 30.INTLRTI ___

- 3l.ZMINUS CDI ___

32. ZMJINUS RTI ____

- 33.CICUTCDI ___

- 34.CICUTRTI ___

35. ZPLUSCDI ____ 46.
36. ZPLUSRTI

— 37. INTL OP CDI ___

38.1NFLOPRTI___

NS CDI ___

NS RTI ___

41. ASP CDI ___

42. ASP RTI ____

43.ASP TF CDI ____

44. ASP TF RTI ____

45. OFC OBL INH -

OFC ONA INH

5ESS SWITCH
SCREEN3
(5305)

OF 5 RECENTCHANGE 10.3
CARRIERADMINISTRATION (FEATUREGROUPD ONLY - PLC)

39.
40.
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PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER (0-) PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER (NONE+/1+)
>47. OPERMINUS CDI ___ >53. 1NTRASWITCH -

48. OPERMINUS RTI ____ 54. NORMAL CDI ___

49. OPERMINUS SIGNAL — 55. NORMAL RTI ____

56. NORMAL SIGNAL —

PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER(0+)
>50. OPERPLUSCDI ___, PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER (LOCDA)
51. OPERPLUS RTI ____ >57.LOCDA CDI ___

52. OPERPLUSSIGNAL — 58. LOCDA RTI ____

59.LOCDASIGNAL —

60. LOCDA CONY DN ___________

5ESSSWITCH
SCREEN4 OF 5 RECENTCHANGE 10.3
(5305) CARRIERADMINISTRATION (FEATUREGROUPD ONLY - PLC)

PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER (DA) PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER (BUSOFC)
>61. DA CDI , >69.BUSOFCCDI ___

62. DA RTI ____ 70. BUSOFCRTI ____

63. DA SIGNAL — 71. BUSOFCSIGNAL —

64. DA CONYDN__________ 72.BUSOFCCONYDN__________

PRESUBLOCAL CARRIER(REPAIR)
>65.REPAIRCDI ___

66. REPAIRRTI ____

67. REPAIRSIGNAL —

68. REPAIRCONYDN__________

5ESSSWITCH
SCREEN5 OF 5 RECENTCHANGE 10.3
(5305) CARRIERADMINISTRATION (FEATUREGROUPD ONLY)

TANDEM CUT
>73.TANDEM CUT -

74. TANDEM CUT CDI ___

75. TANDEM CUT RTI

AM II SUBSCRIPTION
>81.TOLLFREE II
82. DEFAULT II —

11
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EXHIBIT B

5ESSSWITCH

SCREEN1 OF 5

(53003,53005)

*1. LDIT

*2 INCOt~flJNGDIGiTS

3.CALLTYPE _____

5. TYP CI CALL ___

7. RTI ____

8. POLYGRD -

9.NPA

10. OFFCOD

l1.TERMLATA

12.NBR OF DIGITS —

13.RDIT

14. CODEINDEX

RECENTCHANGE 9.3

LOCAL DIGIT (OFFICEDIAL[NG)

15.DESEP

_____________ 16. PREFIX

17.WZ1REGION -

18. SACOWNER

19. NATURE OF NBR—

20. TRIGNBR

21.ESCCODE -

22. DFLT RT

23.INHOBL -

24.INEONA -

25. ANI BYPASS -

26. RIvIK

5ESSSWiTCH

RECENTCHANGE 9,3

LOCAL DIGIT (OFFICEDIALING)

27. NPA SPLIT A1’ThJC - LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY 37.NODAL DX

31.LNPTRIGNBR — 38.DNPREFD -

28. IMPLIED NPAS (IMPLDNPAS.I) 32. GEOPORT - 39. GETSHPC -

13

SCREEN2OF5

(53003,53005)
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ROW PREFIXNPA 33. PORTEDIN - 40. DENY XFER_

1 — —‘ ‘ 34.HOMELRN - 41. REL LiNK -

2 — 35. LRN SCREENING

3 36.INT’IDNT -
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EXHIBIT E

5ESSSWITCH

RECENTCHANGE 10.1

(53011) FIXED ROUTE (ROUTiNG)

* 1. TRIvIT

2.TONE -

3. TONETYPE

4. RTI

5. CHGI

6. PLAY ANNC -

17



EXHIBIT C

TheRecentChangeScreening(Charging)view (10.10)is usedto definetherouting andcharging

for every valid code index (CDI) and screen index (SCR) combination in the switch. In

particular, calls that are carrier-routedmay be assigneda CDI specific for the carrier, and will

receivetheSCRvaluefrom the caller’s data.

5ESSSWITCH

RECENTCHANGE 10.10

(5301) SCREENING( CHARGING)

*1 SCR___

*2. CDI ___

3. SCREENINGDATA (SCRNDATA)

ROWPFX NPA OFFCOD RTI CHGI TDV CST IECR CBLK CONF

1 _________ ______________________ _________ ____________

2 _____ ____________ _____ ______

3 ______ _____________ ______ _______

20. RMK

15



EXHIBIT D

TheILEC couldusetheRCIVview 93,5shownabOve,to givea distinctiveCDI

(CodeDestinationIndexto 8yy callsfrom this CLEC. Then,with appropriatebusiness

arrangementsmadeby theCLEC, theILEC couldchangetheprovisioningin theRC/V 10.3, in

thetandem,to forceall 8yy callswith that CDI to routeto anannouncement.Inparticular,field

6, <DIG ROUTING>,for carrier=0288,mustbe setto <Y>. Then,additionaldatamustbe

provisionedby theILEC in RC/V view 9.7 CD1M. TheCarrierDestination(OfficeDialing) view

(9.7)is usedfor defmingthecarrierdestinationindexusedin theroutingof an inter-LATA call

whenthe5ESS®switch servesasanAccessTandem.Thisview is’shownbelow.

5ESSSWITCH

RECENTCHANGE 9.7

(53006) CARRIERDESTINATION (OFFICEDIALING)

*1. CODEINDEX _nnn(specialforCLEC)_

*2. CARRIERID _0288(AT&T)_

*3F~ATGp,p _D

#4. CARRIERCDI nunm(couldbe sameasfield 1, or couldbe anexisting CDI usedto blockunwantedcallsby

theILEC)

#5. CARRIERRTI pppp_(blockingRTI)

6. REMARKS ________________

This view, whenprovisionedsimilar to the illustration, will serveto block 8yy callsfrom the

CLEC to AT&T.

~Thesespecificdescriptionsassumethatthe ILEC’s tandemis aLucent#5ESS(tm) switch,as
manytandemsare.
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